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REMARKS 

1* undersigned Attorney for the Assignee presents these amendments in response to 
toe Office Action mailed June 29. 2005. Chums 35, 36, 38, 41- 44, and 55-60 arc pending in 
*e present application. The Office Action rejected claims 35. 36. 38 and 41-44 By the 
preset amendment, claim 38 has been amended, dtio. 45-54 have bee, withdraw and 
claims 55-60 have been added. The present application nnw has 13 total claims with 2 
^dependent claims, and no additional fee, are believed to be due. The rations of the 

OfficeAchonaretraversedfbrthereasonaprovidedbelow. The undersigned Attorney for the 
Asugnce respectfully reqU e Sts rft<ramination m rcc(YQsideration tf ^ ^ 

amended, and farther requests an allowance of the pending claims. 

Newly AririPri rut*., gg _^ 

The prior Office Action indict that claim 38 would b, allowable if amended to 
"Chide all of the elements of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

^ the present ametvW, claims 55^0 have been added. Newly added independent 
chum 55 incorporates all of the elements of claim 38 and its has* independent claim 3S 
Claim 55 should be in condition for allowance. 

Claims 56-o0 are dependent from independent claim 55. If independent claim 55 is in 
condtnon for allowance, then claims 56-60 should also be m condition for allowance. 

The Withdraw g f claims dlAA 

Claims 45-54 were withdrawn from consideration by the Office Action. 

The Rejprri™, »f r-^fm ^ 

Ch,m 38 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § H 2, second pangraph, as being incompl em 
because it depended on a cancelled claim. Claim 38 has been amended to depend from 
prevtonsly presented independent claim 35. This rejection is believed to be traveled 
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The ObvjouaBfflg ggj^rrtog trf Hifmr? 1 ^ l( u „ u ? it I i 

Claims 35, 36, 41. 42 and 44 were ejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable 
over WO 99*1209 to Landy rw) m view of US Patent No. 301 <>40 to Wall ('Wain 
Assignee reepectfujjy trapses this ardent, and r PqueStS recon^de ra tion and withfawa! of 
the rejection- 

In order to establish a prima ftrie case of obvious, there must be Some suggestion 
or mot.vat.on to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings, MPEP §2143 
If a proposed modification would render the prior art invention being modified unsavory 
for its intended pnrpose, then there is ,o suggestion or motivation to make the proposed 
modification. In re Gordon, 733 F.2d 900. 902 (Fed. Cir. ,984). The suggested combination 
of ^ and ma would render the device in Landy unsatisfactory for its intended p^pose, 
and therefore there is no suggestion or motivation to make the proposed modification. 

Landy relates to a combination cam buckle and ratchet tensioning assembly. Landy is 
a rather complex tension^ device with several spring,, a ratchet buckle, and a pawl n, 
pawl of Landy pivot, on a pin when an operator exerts a downward pressure on an extension 
ann. See p. 11, lines 25-27. The paw l then pivot, about me pin agam3 t Ac force of a torsion 
spnng acting between the p^ure plate or platfo™ *nd pawl ledge. Seep. Il.lines27.29 
Tbc spnng nutans the pawl posmoned so as to grip fl ^ between two friction arte. 
^ P " 12 ' l ™ 34 Wal1 ^ * ■ Wt tightener device with reactive slots, and a cam 
lever and bolt assembly which fits between the slot, The cam lever and bolt assembly 
includes a set of plates that fits between the slots, and forces the plate* together to hold a belt 
See p. 1 3 lines 26-65. 

The Office Action states that the cam lever in Wall "provides a positive lock beyond 
that which would be capable from a spring." Qffu* Action, page 3. The Office Action 
suggests that it would be "beneficial of the clamp in Landry, to exchange the spring with a 
cam m view of Wall teaching that it is desirable to secure clamping arms together by a cam" 
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Offic Act™, Wi M. » prop™* nKdiflcafion, bow™,, wou W ft, ^ 
-evics unsatisfactory tor its intended purpose. 

The spring 310 in the Lmjy device serves several functions that could ha lost, or 
others rendered useless, if a cam lever and bo,t assembly as in Wall were aubamWd. 

disclose, that the section and configuration of the TO 310 ^ y be 8elected 
tn prov.de a desired degree of holding power to accent a desired applied of the 
****** ^pagei2,line*6.9. Iu addition, the spring 310 in the ^ device allows 
the pawl 158 to accommodate 8trap8 of vniying For ^ ^ 

^ portion 302 of pawl ISR can romte Anther under the influence of spring 310 ^ pafle 
12, Imes 14-16. Thus Landy discloses the functions of providing varying degree of holding 
power and adapting to straps of varying thickness. If active lock or cun-lever as m Watt 
-re snbstituted for the spring 301 and pawl 158 in Lanay, then these function could he 
rendered ^satisfactory or useless. A^rdrngiy, there is no suggestion or motivation to make 
the proposed modification, and the Office Action has failed to establish * prima facie case of 
obviousness. TWore, the combination of Lanay and Wall does not suggest the claimed 
.nventinn of at least independent cl aim 35, and una claim ahouM he allowable over the cited 
references. 

Claims 36, 41, 42, and 44 ultimately depend from claim 35 for which arguments of 
patentable have been presented above. Therefore, if claim 35 is found to be allowable over 
the cited rc^ce, then dependent claims 36, 4,, 42, and 44 should also be in condition for 
allowance. 

Dependent claim 43 was rejected under 35 TJ.S.C. § 103(a) as Unpatentable over Landy 
WO 99/61209 0 W,") in view of Wall U.S. Patent No. 301.940 and Royball US 

Patent No. 4,913.608 ("A^. For at ^ fa ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Lanay cannot be combined with Wall Therefore, claim 43 should also be allowable over 
these references, and algo be h condjtion for aUowancei 
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